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ABSTRACT

J

A study was-conducted to determine: (1) whether
language-impaired children ,have deficient paraphrase capabilities;
(2) whether these deficiencies are both qualitative and quantitative;
and- 13) whether these abnormal skills are deterimental, tc normal
linguistic - growth. Forty-eight children from grades 1,3,5, and 7,
with language impairments'for which there was no.identifiable 4ause,
were given a paraphrase prodhc,tion and a paraphrase recognition task.
Their performance was' compared to that cf a matchedli.group of children
withenormally developing language. /The language-impaired children-:
produced and, recognized fever correct paraphrases, "and they relied on
a -strategg of lexical substitution for' paraphrase production for a (

longer tile. In they,prOduced more repetitions and
antongdic responses than the normally developing children, and some
used "preservation of quantity" .strategy. An error analysis,
indicated that the paraphrase Strategies of language-itedir4d
children were qualitatively, as well as ;quantitatively different from
those of normallyAeveloping Children.:Thesestrategies tend to
hinder normal linguistic development..Furtier studies, should involve
a natural communication setting, as well. as pragmatics and body
language. (Author/AM),
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e.g. deafness, mental'retardation, psychological disturbances, and brain

damage?. Some children suffer from language impairment for which there
,

is no identifiable cause? These children have normal hearing, normal

---

PARA&ASE CAPABIL1T OF LANGUAGE IMPAIRED CHILDREN1'

By

4 'Nancy Hoar
Keene State College

- Keenp, New Hampshire

Impaired language development can result from a varietrog causes,

vocal tracts, and normal intelligence (as measured by standardized non-

verbal. tests): more6vor, they (i6 nof have cny clinical manifestations

of brain damage nor do they exhibit any psychiatric disturbances. Stud-
4k

o

res of the phonological, syntactic, and semantic capabflities ofipese

children show that their language differs quantitatively and qualita-
.

' fivoly from that of children who are develOping language normally.

nyuk (1.0:.,')1971) found that the linguistic Strategies-of these Ian-.

j/guage impaired children are c!etrimental ,to normal linguistic development.

J
0

Whether-their metalinguistiestratogies are also qualitatively and
,

detrimentally different has not been deterthined- Indeed, researchers is

. . _, r

of child language have only recently begun
.

a systematic investigation /

of the metalinguistic.capabilities of normally deveI' ping childrens

Some researchers of child language consider metatingustic.capa-,

.

,b1lIty to come late in the course of a child's language developmentb

,probably occurring around adolescence (Papandropoulou_aod Sinclair,
`,4111-11r

1974). However, other researchers-have thOwn that even very young

children have metalinguistiC capability, and Suggest that some'meta-

.

linguist capa6iii:ty necessary for normal language development

(Gleitpan,,Gleitman, and Shipley, 1972).

Presented atthe Second Annual Boston UniVersity Conference oh Language,
Development, October 1, 1977:
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One Lmportant,metal(nguistic skill is the ability to recogni2e
-

and produce paraphrases, that 1s, to maintain semantic constancy in

ft

spite of syntactic,rearrangement or lexica substitution., There:are

two major linguistic functions of parphrase. First, it is a means

'Communicating effectively. For'exaMple, wheri a listener does not

undegrand'part of a conversation, the speaker will often -se

the message:

o ,

S: I want you to be Punctual.

mon aspect df tbe, input register. Snow* postUqates that paraphrase en-
/

S: I mean you have to be on,ti.me.

Second, paraphrate alsolplays'an important role in language develop-

ment. For Axample;'studies of language input to young Children (e.g.

Snow, 1972),show that paraphrase ('semantic repetition ) is a com-

ables :the child to appreciate the arbitrary relationship. between sound

,.and meaning by-demonstrating 'that a particular semantic unit may be

expressed by more than one set of phonological units. A logical cor-'

ollary of Snow's po'stula+fon is: If a,child 'can recognize-and pro-
'

.

' duce paraphrases, he is able to master} pronouns and,a greater varpity

of tyntactic .transforMations nd to increase his Vocabulary.

Because,paraphrase is a useful tool for communication and for

language development, a child whose Waphrase skills ardeficient

i'vould be handiCapped in his efforts to develop age and communi-

r
cation skills. Ttllsstudy, therefore, asks.:

,

1. -Qo language Impairedchildren hive deficient paraphrase

apabi 1tiesiP 4
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2/ If language impaired children do have deficient paraphrase

skills,, are these,de)fCciencies both qualitatively and quanti-
.

,

taTively different?

3. If languagaiMpaired children do use'qualitstvely different

:paraphrase skills, would these non-normal skills Ile detrimental

to normal' II guistic growth?
_ .

In order to aOswer.these questions, 48 languagd impaired and 48
i

Armailvdevelopirig children from grades 1,, 3, 5, 'and 7 were asked to
/ .

. .

- , N

07Oducesand to recognize paraphrases. The, language Impaired children

Aoere publicsellool children With normaj hearing and normal intelli-
,

gehce, as measured on standardized non-verbal tests. They had no

vocal tract abnormalities, no clinical manifestations of brain damage,

and were not receiving psychidatric care. 1p short, there seemed to

be no known cause fot. their language iffiipairMent. The norma,I4 develop-
,

ing children were matched for gl'ade level, sex, and non - 'verbal

ligence with the language impaired chi.ldren.

Production Task First the irlves'el5etor dettrMined that each

child understood,ttre0Webt of paraphr se. Then she asked the child
,

e,

to produce,parlaphreses for 18 sentencet (See Tabl-e 1). This task

was''conducted orally and each child, was interviewed individually

. All of the sentences iathis stimulus set were simple sentences'with a-

lexicon which woUId not be.tg di-fficult fOr a first'grader. Each 01

r'
the three syntactic types)ffas,presetitel in two variations: 1-2 Ad-

;verb Initial,4-6 AcINXrb etnal;.7-9Active: 10-12 Passive; 13-15 '2

,

Prepositionally.Marlied IndirectObjectl 16-18 Prepositidnally Upmarked-
. .

. . 9- .

10d1rect Object. 'If:presenting each' syritact4c varlatidn three times,

, ED 838/12/77
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TABLE 1

STJMULUS SENTENCES FOR PRODUCTION TASK

INTRANSITIVE

1. .-Yesierday the large elephant got hurt.
2. This afternodn'the dirty car got washed.
3. Last night the tiny puppy was crying.
4.' The small 'baby stood up this morning
5. The fat.lady was dancing last night.

----

6. The thin girl fell down I3st week. .

r

TRANSITIVE

7. The dancer-kicked the small football.
8. The fireman cooked the thin carrots.
9. The mailman pushed the dirty cart.

10. The fat pumpkin was carved by the farmer.
11: The large apple was eaten by the rabbit.

'12. The tiny tree was biiMped by the elephant.

INDIRECT ObJECT

13. Joan-baked some large cookies for Bill.
14. Bill gave some small cars to Joan.
15. Bill matie'a tiny bowl.for Joan.
16. .Joan tookoBill a thin valentine.
17. Bill sold Joan a fat goldfish.,
13. Joan:showed Gill thkdirty dishes.

.

c

4

,

7

ro

cc'
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it was possible to get a mor accurate picture of 'a'child's capab1.11,:-

ties than Would have been pos ible with each syntactic variation pre-,
-..

Sented only Once. ThJe.18 sentences of this stimulus set' wore presented'

in randOm order.

The child's responses were assigned to one of four categories..

a. lexical paraphrase g.\ Bill qaye.some small cars to

. Joan' wnc nArdeilfc356S

.Joan) ,

5 6,1t, igave sortie Wile ears

b. syntdCtic paraphrase (B II gave Joan some small cars),

c. combin6tion lexical-syntac is paraphrase (Joan got sore

small/little cars from B 1 )

d. non-pai=aphrase (Joan &alit Some small cars).

;

Recognition Task: In the Recogni-y Task, which rays fol-

lowed the Production Task, each of the 8 sentences was accompanied by

a set of three possible paraphrase's (See Table 2). Each set,f 0-00posed

paraphrases, was composed of a lexical p p rase, a syntactic pare:-

phrase, and a pseudo-paraphrae'. Each of 1t 18 'stimulus sentences

. was ;printed on a strip of paper, which was lded and placed, in a

plastic bowl. The child would shake, the boWl and draw a'strIp of paper,f

which he would unfold and read (if a child
\
was not able to read the sen-

0

tence; the investigator would'read it with hi r simply read it fist

-and the child would repeat it, usually,while loo ing at the printed
1

k. sentence). The investigator "then-refolded the se i tenc and plaCed
p.

aside, while saying 'That's interestfng" or .1That one -o'f my favor-
\

ites," etc.- This was done to interfere with the,ch I d'stn ory ol the

s ,

k-.144krv . ;.
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TABLE
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ti

.STIMULUS WT. FOR RECOGNITION TASK

. N.

` INTRANSITIVE

1. Yesterdayeth8 large elephant got hurt.

A

41N?esterday the big elephant got hurt. exical)2
y. The large elephant got hurt yester y. (Symtactic)3

Yesterdai"the !large elephant go lost. (Pseudo-paraphr se)4
6

2. This afternoon the dirty car sot wathed.
This afternoon the filt car got washed. (L)

The dirty car got was d this afternoon. (S)

Trhis'afternoon the dirty car crashed. (PP)

,3. Last night the t ny puppy,was crying.
Last night e little.puppy waS crying. (L)
Th, tiny uppy was crying last night. -(S), .

n ht the tiny puppy was tired. (PP)

4. The mall baby stood up this morni
10
ngw _

he little baby stood up this 'morning.
4sini This morning the small baby stood up'. '(S)

The small baby threw up is morning. (PP)-
ofOko.,

, . .

5. The fat 1 #dy was da6c4ng
--)

last night.
.

The plu4 lady was dancing last night:' (L)
Last night the 'fat lady.was-dancing.- (S)
The fat lady was singing laSt night. (PP)

. The thin girl felt down laSt,week.
The skinny girl fell down' last week. (L) .

O
Last week the thin,giri,fell down. (S)

.
.

The thin girl wad playing last week. (PP)
....-

7. he dancer kicked the bill 'football.
9

The dancer kicked the\ ttle football. (L)!
The small footbalrwasvk ed by the dander. ($).

The dancer kicked .the Small 'llow. (PP)
...<

s

8. The fireman cooked the th- in
11.k

carrots.,
the fireman cooked the skinny Carrots. (L)

sf

The thin carrots werecodsed by the 1remak (S)

The fireman atethe thin carrbfS.:,(PP)

tto

2-Hereafter (L)
3-Hereafter (S)

'v 4-Hereafter (PP)

=

V

4

it,

e
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TABLE 2 CONT'D

. =

9. The mailman-pusti-ed thetdirty cart.

The mailman pushed the filthy cart. (L)

.,The dirty cart was pushed by the mailman; .(S)

Theinailman drove the dirty car. (PP) 1

- 1
3

16, The fat puthi5kin was carved by the farmer.
The round pumpkin was carved by-the farmer. (L)

The fei-mer carved the- fat pumpkin: (S) 'c

the -fat pumpkin was planted by the farmer. (PP),

11-. The larae apple was eaten b' the rabbit.
The U.ig apoie was eaten by the rablt. (1..)

The rabbit ate the large apple. (S

The large apple was found by the rabbit. (PP)

12. The tiny tree was bumped by the elephant.
The little tree was, buMped by the elephant. (L)

The elephant bumped the tiny tree. (S)

The tiny tree was kicked by the elephant'.- (PP)

1.3. Joan baked some large cookies for Bill. -

Joan baked siomebig cookies for Bill. (L)

Joan baked Bill some large cookies. (S)

Joan bought some large cookies for fill. (PP)

14. Bill gave some small cars to Joan.
Bill gave some little cars to Joan. (L)

Bill gave Joan some small cars, -(S)

Bill sb6led some small cars to Joan°. (PP)

Bill made a tiny bowl for Joan.
Bill made a little bowl for Joan. (L),

Bill made Joan a tiny bowl.. (S)

_ Beill bought a tiny bowl for Joan. (PP)

4-

16. Joan took Bill a. thin valentine.

Joan took Bill a skinny valentine. ..() 1 .

Joan took a thin valentine to Bill. ( )

Bill took Joan.a. thin valentine. (PP)

17. Bill sold Joan a fat goldfish.
Bil'sold Joan a chubby goldfish. (L)

BilrsoLd a fat goldfL4h to Joan. (S)

Bill gavb .loan a fat goldfish. WO

44..
18. Joan shoed 3111 the dirty aisli9s.'

Joan showed Bill the filthy dishes. .(
Joan .-showed the. dirty dishes to Bill (S)

Joan tookBrIl the dirty dishes. , (PP)

,

.40

1.

8
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sentence. The sentence was- then re-Presented orally, as were

of proposed paraphras

e sets.

Results and Discussion: The data were analyzed With a 2 4

ANOVA w.itti repeated measures, and showed that normalws. impaired de-,

velopment was a significant factor both in actual proficiency d in ,'
.

.

attempted strategy:

1. At eacti, grade level Aanguage. impaired child'ren produced'

scantly fewer cerfect paraphrases than did normally devel

ihnifi-

ing

Children (F(1.88) = 42.5, p <A01), and both groups shcfr,dd

little gnerease lh proficiency between fifth and seventh grades.

)-- Language Impaired fifth and seventh graders produced ess ntilly
Ae

. \
.

r
the same number pf correct.paraphrases as normally developing

.

triird arad6rs.did, and language impaired, third graders Eo4ced
rs.

slightly fewer than normally developing first graders.
&

2. Until fifth grade, language impaired "children were more likely to

-

attempt to produce paraphrases by lexical .iubstitution alone;

- however, normally developing children had abandoned ttis

ma
strategy by third grade (F(1.26a) = 4'.05).

.

3. Language impaii-ed'children ;Jere significantly less 'tr- ficient
I

10,recognizing paraphrases at each grade level than ormally

children '(F(14.88) = 14.06, 2. < .001) wer As was
.

. 0

the case -with paraphrase.production, language impa red fifth
,

. .

. and- seventh,graders had ,comprehension scores that ere esen-

, \ . m

t4al1y the same as those of normal ly.developJng ,t ird graders,

.
. IN,

an language impaired third graders Scored slig J9 below .

normally de-Veiling first graders.

9
D 83$/32/77
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An error pnalysissindicafed that the paraphrase strategies of..

. ,

.language impaired children were.qualitativel different as well. First,

. language impaired children simply repeat, d the target sentence as a i

I ,
paraphrase- strategy more ofteti than nor ally eveloping children did. 7;

,

(Excluded froth consideration were insta ces i swhicVhe child repeated

the Stimulus sentenceftin order to help himsel remepberlt.) Sometimes

,'a child knew that mere repetition was not a correct-response but Gould .

.

think of nothing else to do. Not only did.some children indicate either
.,:. .

. . .

/

verbally, or non-verbally that thiS was the case, but some children .

/would add contrastive stressto one Of the words in 4he,repeated sen-.

,
.

.
'\ 11*,

tence (e.g.The large apple was eaten thethe rabbit), This suggests

that they knew some change il) form was in order, .but could'01t think of

how to accomplish this lexically, or sYntacticaliy, and thus resorted .

4

to.a phonological strategy of stress placement. Other-limes a child

seemed to consider both repetitionj.and !pica' substitution to be
.

yalidparaphrassteategies. .Perhaps for theSe children ''paraphrase

was a more inclusive concept, a:concept which meant 'same in meaning"

o nlye,without any consideration of form. Thbot is,'they did not dis-

tinguish between equivalence and equality.

Second, language impaired chiWren produced antonymic'resPOnses

.
'

,..--
tar.moreoften than normally dF61oping children did. ,The ,antenvmy

. .,, .wed from syntactic rearrangemeht (Bill took Joan a thinxalentine
...s.'.- e . ...--,......

e; a kr . i 7,
Joam,tooleBj11 a thin valentine/ or from lexical substitution iThe

i

,

-----_.

e . ,

.., thin girl fell down last week = The fat air! fell "doi.in last wet). (As-...--. v

441.,4,.;4440

.wasthe case With .tetetltion, some children realized that their, tibsti-
I

...

tutions and rearrarigements did not result in producing sentences hich

,

.
-.37,,4";:-.i..t,'4; # t

6 838/12/77
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4//-were semantically equivalent to the stiimlus sentence. it is likely

that word finding difficulties caused some of these antonymic substi-

tutions {a number o{ the language impaired children had been diagnosed
F

as 'having word findina difficulties). Thus, the children knew that

repetition was not adequete paraphrase, strategy and therefore at-
,

tempted a strategy of lexical substifutiorf; however, they' could not

think of a synonym to qse in the substitution. :Th:children were

mo ;e likely to realize that a lexical strategy had been,unsuccesstul

than they were to realize4hat .a syntactic strategy had beers unsuceess-
.

ful. That is, they were more li-kely to d etect the error of The fat

girl fell down last week than-of Joan took Bill a thin valentine.,

inabtlity t6 detect antonymid rearrangement often seemed'to
°.

the"result from "lexical identIty" strategy: If thesen,tencies have the

same words,'then they mu st have the same meaning. This was borne out y

rn both the Produetionand Recognition Tasks.
. ,

Third, a few instances of a,strategy of 'preservation of quantity

were observed in tierecognition task. The children who. used this strat-

egy rejected The dirtcart was pushed the mailman as a paraphrase'

jor The:mailman pushed the dirty ,,cart because the first sentence was

. -longer than the second,
.

1 .

These three "qualitatIve differences in strategy would have o detri-

mental rather than a benefigial effect .0 normal linguistic.development. .

,First, if a child simply repea+s a sentence rather than, attempting.tO

exchange-fexical-items or. 4-o- rearrange the el6ents in the sentence,

he riot only misses an opportunity to practice these strategies, but
,

he also misses an opport4nity to -reinforce.hls awar4ess of the arbi-

D

ED 838/12/77
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. (N
. .

...

trary,relationsnip between meaning and its expression.
.

,Secend; the\
- \

'Tlexical.preservation" strategy is closely relatedt-o simple repetH\
.

. x

,, . (
\

tion in that this strategy blocks flie,opportunity tobuild, vocabular
. s.

'

. - . .

-

through lexical substittiflon and
r

.to develop syntactic flexibiltty
)

through syntactic rearrangement. ln additi,on, thisstrategy can re-
.--

sult in antenVMy rather than. paraphrase, thereby lessening the effec-
.

.

tiveness of context as a*facifitator of language deVelopment. Antonymy

,
- .

would alter the network of 'presuppositionrand expectation- inherent in
. .- \ :,.

.. ...
. the discOuf-se. Finally, a strategy of r-reservaton of quantity' is ./

/ s -

..: , an inappropriate strategy which is'detrimental to normal language de; ->

velopment because it focuses on non--1 factiSrs,raherthan :

Linguistic factort. g . , .

Thu,..language.impaire children do exhibit paraphrase strategle

lahich are qualitatively as well as quantitatively difterent from those

pf. normally developing chrldren, and these deviant paraphrase strato- -
' 4

t , gies do tend to .hinder rather than promote 'normal linguistic develop:, ',..

.

ment.'

V

'Future 'tudips otparaphrase should be.naturalisti

Limitation of this study is that it is-4-lot hatunelistic). 'A More

.

' meaningful assessment of, pgraphrase skills could be obtained4in 4

mdin

1 .

,,

natural unicaTien situations. 'It is likely imatpewe might find '

. , 10 '-... . l
). '

other paraphrase strategies in addition to the five,otiseHied in thiS'
,r 4-tb -' _ P i .

0 ' I ''' .

f study .(i.e:. repetition, repetition with phonoiogiCal_stress. lexical
.... ,

,

0 ,,substitkion, syntactre irearrOgement,'-and a-lexical-syntactic combin7 - ..

'4)

ation); for example, we might also observe rjesturing:',4.1\ natiwallstic

.study.would enable us to observe the pra07atjcs of paraphrase, we

.

could dete-rmide not only hhour
-
elildren par'aphrae but the condirlons

to*. ,
.4k014.°

under which they would be.likoly tosporaptirase. Osit. .

12, ED 833/12/77
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